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Introduction  

Section 8302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every 

Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),1 requires the Secretary to establish procedures and criteria under which, 

after consultation with the Governor, a State educational agency (SEA) may submit a consolidated State 

plan designed to simplify the application requirements and reduce burden for SEAs. ESEA section 8302 

also requires the Secretary to establish the descriptions, information, assurances, and other material 

required to be included in a consolidated State plan. Even though an SEA submits only the required 

information in its consolidated State plan, an SEA must still meet all ESEA requirements for each 

included program. In its consolidated State plan, each SEA may, but is not required to, include 

supplemental information such as its overall vision for improving outcomes for all students and its 

efforts to consult with and engage stakeholders when developing its consolidated State plan. 

Completing and Submitting a Consolidated State Plan 

Each SEA must address all of the requirements identified below for the programs that it chooses to 

include in its consolidated State plan. An SEA must use this template or a format that includes the 

required elements and that the State has developed working with the Council of Chief State School 

Officers (CCSSO). 

Each SEA must submit to the U.S. Department of Education (Department) its consolidated State plan by 

one of the following two deadlines of the SEAôs choice: 

¶ April 3, 2017; or 

¶ September 18, 2017. 

Any plan that is received after April 3, but on or before September 18, 2017, will be considered to be 

submitted on September 18, 2017. In order to ensure transparency consistent with ESEA section 

1111(a)(5), the Department intends to post each State plan on the Departmentôs website. 

Alternative Template 

If an SEA does not use this template, it must: 

1) Include the information on the Cover Sheet; 

2) Include a table of contents or guide that clearly indicates where the SEA has addressed each 

requirement in its consolidated State plan; 

3) Indicate that the SEA worked through CCSSO in developing its own template; and 
4) Include the required information regarding equitable access to, and participation in, the programs 

included in its consolidated State plan as required by section 427 of the General Education 

Provisions Act. See Appendix B. 

Individual Program State Plan 

An SEA may submit an individual program State plan that meets all applicable statutory and regulatory 

requirements for any program that it chooses not to include in a consolidated State plan. If an SEA 
intends to submit an individual program plan for any program, the SEA must submit the individual 
program plan by one of the dates above, in concert with its consolidated State plan, if applicable.  

                                                      
1 Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the ESEA refer to the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA. 
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Consultation 
Under ESEA section 8540, each SEA must consult in a timely and meaningful manner with the Governor, 

or appropriate officials from the Governorôs office, including during the development and prior to 

submission of its consolidated State plan to the Department. A Governor shall have 30 days prior to the 

SEA submitting the consolidated State plan to the Secretary to sign the consolidated State plan. If the 

Governor has not signed the plan within 30 days of delivery by the SEA, the SEA shall submit the plan to 

the Department without such signature. 

Assurances 

In order to receive fiscal year (FY) 2017 ESEA funds on July 1, 2017, for the programs that may be 

included in a consolidated State plan, and consistent with ESEA section 8302, each SEA must also submit 

a comprehensive set of assurances to the Department at a date and time established by the Secretary. In 
the near future, the Department will publish an information collection request that details these 

assurances. 

For Further Information: If you have any questions, please contact your Program Officer at 

OSS.[State]@ed.gov (e.g., OSS.Alabama@ed.gov). 

  

http://ed.gov/
mailto:OSS.Alabama@ed.gov
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan 

Instructions: Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es) which programs the SEA included in its 

consolidated State plan. If an SEA elected not to include one or more of the programs below in its 

consolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive funds under the program(s), it must submit 

individual program plans for those programs that meet all statutory and regulatory requirements with its 

consolidated State plan in a single submission. 

Ἠ Check this box if the SEA has included all of the following programs in its consolidated State 

plan. or 

If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the SEA includes in 
its consolidated State plan: 

 δTitle I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies  

 δTitle I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children 

 δTitle I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, 

Delinquent, or At-Risk 

 δTitle II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction 

 δTitle III, Part A: English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement 

 δTitle IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants  

 δTitle IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers 

 δTitle V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program 

 δTitle VII, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless 

Children and Youth Program (McKinney-Vento Act) 

Ἠ Check this box if the State has developed an alternative template, consistent with the March 13 letter 

from Secretary DeVos to chief state school officers.    

Ἠ Check this box if the SEA has included a Cover Sheet with its Consolidated State Plan.    

Ἠ Check this box if the SEA has included a table of contents or guide that indicates where the SEA 

addressed each requirement within the U.S. Department of Educationôs Revised State Template for the 

Consolidated Plan, issued March 2017.    

Ἠ Check this box if the SEA has worked through the Council of Chief State School Officers in 

developing its own template. 

Ἠ Check this box if the SEA has included the required information regarding equitable access to, 

and participation in, the programs included in its consolidated State plan as required by section 427 

of the General Education Provisions Act. See Appendix D 
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Section 1: Long-Term Goals 
Instructions: Each SEA must provide baseline data (i.e., starting point data), measurements of interim 

progress, and long-term goals for academic achievement, graduation rates, and English language 

proficiency. For each goal, the SEA must describe how it established its long-term goals, including its 

State-determined timeline for attaining such goals, consistent with the requirements in section 1111(c)(2) 

of the ESEA and 34 C.F.R. § 200.13. Each SEA must provide goals and measurements of interim progress 

for the all students group and separately for each subgroup of students, consistent with the State's 

minimum number of students. 

 

In the tables below, identify the baseline (data and year) and long-term goal (data and year).  If the tables 

do not accommodate this information, an SEA may create a new table or text box(es) within this template. 

Each SEA must include measurements of interim progress for academic achievement, graduation rates, 

and English language proficiency in Appendix A.  

 

A. Academic Achievement.   

i. Description.  Describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals and 

measurements of interim progress for improved academic achievement, including how 

the SEA established its State-determined timeline for attaining such goals.  

 

March 13, 2017 Revised Template Question 

A.4.iii.a.1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic achievement, as measured by 

proficiency on the annual statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments, 

for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the 

timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year 

length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) 

how the long-term goals are ambitious.  

The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) updated its vision, mission, and strategic 

priorities in August 2016 through an internal process that involved all branches of the 

department.  The DDOE consolidated state plan and long-term goals and measurements of 

interim progress align with the updated statements below. 

Delaware Department of Education Vision: Every learner ready for success in college, 

career, and life. 

Delaware Department of Education Mission: To empower every learner with the highest-

quality education through shared leadership, innovative practices, and exemplary services. 
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Our priorities:  

Á Engaged and informed families, schools, districts, communities, and other agencies 

Á Rigorous standards, instruction, and assessments 

Á High-quality early learning opportunities 

Á Equitable access to excellent educators 

Á Safe and healthy environments conducive to learning 

The DDOE has been diligent about engaging a wide variety of stakeholders in conversations 

around selecting academic and school quality or student success indicators.  The interactions 

have been robust and substantive and pushed the DDOE to extend our thinking beyond what 

is currently included in the accountability system.  The DDOE is also establishing ñambitious 

state-designed, long-term goalsò with measures of interim progress for all students and 

subgroups of students.  These goals are ambitious for Delaware given where are students are 

starting in 2015-16.  Delaware is using 2015-16 as the base year since that is the first year 

Delaware used SAT for accountability in 11th grade.  The 2015-16 year is also the second 

year Delaware used Smarter Assessments for grades 3-8. 

The long term goals will increase achievement for all students from 52.09% to 76.05% for 

ELA and from 40.49% to 70.25% for mathematics an increase of 23.96% and 29.76% 

respectively.  For Delawareôs lowest performing subgroups, students with disabilities and 

English learners, the ELA proficiency goal is an increase of 43.26% and 42.43% respectively, 

and the mathematics proficiency goal is an increase of 44.82% and 40.95% respectively.  To 

reach these goals for the lowest performing subgroups it requires approximately a 3 

percentage point increase in proficiency year over year, which is extremely ambitious for our 

LEAs.  The rate of growth for the lowest performing subgroups is much greater than the 1.7 

percentage point annual growth needed in the All Students subgroup.  Other subgroups that 

are a significant percent of the student population would also have to increase proficiency 

significantly.  Delawareôs African American students are approximately 31% of the total 

would need to increase proficiency 2.3 percentage points annually in ELA and 2.7 percentage 

points in mathematics.  Low income students are approximately 34% of the total and 

Hispanic students are approximately 15% of the total.  These subgroups would need to 

increase proficiency 2.3 and 2.1 percentage points in ELA and 2.7 and 2.5 percentage points 

in mathematics, respectively.  Delaware believes these goals are ambitious especially while 

reducing the n count to 15. 

As stated in its June 30, 2015, ESEA Flexibility Waiver, the DDOEôs goal was to decrease 

the percentage of non-proficient students in each subgroup by 50% by the end of the 2017 

school year, thereby reducing achievement gaps.  The majority of our stakeholders 

encouraged DDOE to maintain the gap closing methodology.  With a steadfast commitment 

to our new Vision statementðEvery learner ready for success in college, career, and lifeðwe 

recognize that it is critical to focus energy and resources in order to close gaps and ensure that 

every learner is able to successfully transition to next steps beyond high school.  The non-

proficient 50% reduction is calculated by first identifying the 2015-2016 baseline student 

performance on statewide assessments by subgroup (percentage proficient); subtracting that 

percentage from 100%; dividing the result by 50%, which represents the gap closure; and 

adding that percentage to the baseline to identify the long-term goal. For example: 
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Subgroup:  All Students 

Step 1:  2015-2016 Baseline Proficiency = 52.09% 

Step 2:  100% - 52.09% = 47.91% 

Step 3:  Reduction goal is 50% of 47.91% = 23.96% 

Step 4:  Add reduction goal to baseline proficiency to determine long-term goal (increase 

in proficiency) for the All Students subgroup 23.96% + 52.09% = 76.05%   

Under ESSA, we have an opportunity to revisit this approach.  The majority of feedback 

received from stakeholder groups, including district superintendents and charter school 

leaders, indicated that the DDOE should continue using this methodology. 

ii. Provide the baseline and long-term goals in the table below. 

The tables below provide the starting point (2015-2016) for academic achievement by 

subgroup and by grade level in English/language arts (ELA) and mathematics.  This was the 

second year the DDOE implemented the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium 

assessments (Smarter Assessments).  The DDOE transitioned from Smarter Assessments to 

SAT as the high school measure of academic achievement (11th grade of a studentôs third year 

of high school) beginning in the 2015-2016 school year.  

The majority of feedback received from stakeholders indicated a strong endorsement for the 

DDOE to set ambitious and achievable long-term goals.  The DDOE set 2030 as the proposed 

target date for long-term improvement goals.  The DDOE continues to consult with 

stakeholders regarding these targets.  Delaware values biliteracy and bilingualism as essential 

21st century skills.  Therefore, our ESSA goals for ELs include metrics for content 

knowledge, as well as English proficiency, so LEAs are held accountable for the academic 

growth of their students and not just their English language proficiency.   

Please note: the DDOE does not have three years of longitudinal data for student performance 

on either the Smarter Assessments in grades 3-8 or the SAT in high school.  DDOE will 

revisit long-term goals once we have three years of data to determine whether the goals are 

still ambitious and achievable.  DDOE may modify the goals based on those data. 

Summary Table  

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 52.09% 76.05% 40.49% 70.25% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

35.60% 67.80% 25.42% 62.71% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
13.48% 56.74% 10.36% 55.18% 

English learners 15.14% 57.57% 18.10% 59.05% 

African American  36.19% 68.10% 23.39% 61.70% 
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 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
56.90% 78.45% 40.74% 70.37% 

Asian  76.92% 88.46% 73.40% 86.70% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

50.00% 75.00% 42.86% 71.43% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 
40.69% 70.35% 29.73% 64.87% 

White 64.43% 82.22% 52.87% 76.44% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 

Grade 3 Table  

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 53.84% 76.92% 55.13% 77.57% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

37.97% 68.99% 39.85% 69.93% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
22.07% 61.04% 25.50% 62.75% 

English learners 27.79% 63.90% 34.77% 67.39% 

African American  39.41% 69.71% 38.64% 69.32% 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
57.50% 78.75% 50.00% 75.00% 

Asian  79.89% 89.95% 87.30% 93.65% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

61.54% 80.77% 61.54% 80.77% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

40.35% 70.18% 44.27% 72.14% 

White 66.35% 83.18% 67.97% 83.99% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 
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Grade 4 Table  

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 55.90% 77.95% 50.55% 75.28% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

38.75% 69.38% 33.82% 66.91% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
18.74% 59.37% 16.97% 58.49% 

English learners 15.93% 57.97% 18.32% 59.16% 

African American  40.96% 70.48% 32.71% 66.36% 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
62.16% 81.08% 48.65% 74.33% 

Asian  81.58% 90.79% 81.07% 90.54% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

50.00% 75.00% 57.14% 78.57% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 
43.04% 71.52% 38.44% 69.22% 

White 68.48% 84.24% 64.65% 82.33% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 

 

Grade 5 Table  

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 60.28% 80.14% 41.54% 70.77% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

44.37% 72.19% 26.47% 63.24% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
19.86% 59.93% 10.56% 55.28% 

English learners 12.92% 56.46% 7.69% 53.85% 

African American  44.31% 72.16% 23.01% 61.51% 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
66.67% 83.34% 42.86% 71.43% 

Asian  85.16% 92.58% 74.18% 87.09% 
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 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

83.33% 91.67% 53.85% 76.93% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

49.20% 74.60% 29.37% 64.69% 

White 72.99% 86.50% 55.99% 78.00% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 

 

Grade 6 Table  

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 51.84% 75.92% 36.97% 68.49% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

34.56% 67.28% 20.87% 60.44% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
11.42% 55.71% 7.61% 53.81% 

English learners 6.90% 53.45% 3.28% 51.64% 

African American  35.12% 67.56% 20.82% 60.41% 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
46.51% 73.26% 27.91% 63.96% 

Asian  82.05% 91.03% 70.08% 85.04% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

72.73% 86.37% 45.45% 72.73% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 
40.45% 70.23% 24.41% 62.21% 

White 64.67% 82.34% 49.77% 74.89% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 
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Grade 7 Table  

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 52.66% 76.33% 39.63% 69.82% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

34.77% 67.39% 21.92% 60.96% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
11.77% 55.89% 7.85% 53.93% 

English learners 5.59% 52.80% 6.91% 53.46% 

African American  35.61% 67.81% 21.49% 60.75% 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
67.44% 83.72% 54.55% 77.28% 

Asian  82.32% 91.16% 77.18% 88.59% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

30.00% 65.00% 40.00% 70.00% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 
41.51% 70.76% 28.91% 64.46% 

White 64.77% 82.39% 52.24% 76.12% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 

 

Grade 8 Table  

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 54.16% 77.08% 37.74% 68.87% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

36.46% 68.23% 19.97% 59.99% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
11.19% 55.60% 6.35% 53.18% 

English learners 8.33% 54.17% 8.86% 54.43% 

African American  38.27% 69.14% 19.99% 60.00% 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
55.1% 77.55% 40.82% 70.41% 

Asian  80.89% 90.45% 73.64% 86.82% 
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 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

22.22% 61.11% 33.33% 66.67% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

43.63% 71.82% 25.02% 62.51% 

White 66.64% 83.32% 51.24% 75.62% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 

 

Grade 11 Table (SAT) 

 ELA  ELA  Mathematics Mathematics 

Subgroups 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

Starting Point 

(2015-2016) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 52.39% 76.20% 31.31% 65.66% 

Economically 

disadvantaged 

students* 

32.65% 66.33% 13.68% 56.84% 

Children with 

disabilities* 
11.12% 55.56% 3.99% 52.00% 

English learners 6.21% 53.11% 5.26% 52.63% 

African American  32.50% 66.25% 13.36% 56.68% 

American Indian 

or Alaska Native  
70.37% 85.19% 33.33% 66.67% 

Asian  74.38% 87.19% 62.93% 81.47% 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Other Pacific 

Islander  

40.00% 70.00% 10.00% 55.00% 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

38.71% 69.36% 17.53% 58.77% 

White 64.93% 82.47% 42.36% 71.18% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 
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March 13, 2017 Revised Template Questions 

A.4.iii.a.2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term goals 

for academic achievement in Appendix A.  

A.4.iii.a.3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress toward 

the long-term goals for academic achievement take into account the improvement 

necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency gaps.  

DDOEôs goal is to decrease the percentage of non-proficient students in each subgroup by 50% 

by the end of the 2030 school year, thereby reducing proficiency gaps in subgroups statewide.  As 

such, DDOE has established long-term and interim subgroup proficiency targets beginning in 

2017-2018, with 2029-2030 as the target date to achieve its long-term goals (see Appendix A).  

This approach establishes the same long-term timeframe for all student subgroups, establishes 

proficiency targets based on the current performance of each subgroup, and expects larger 

improvements in the same timeframe from subgroups with lower baseline proficiency rates.  State 

progress toward achieving its long-term goals will be monitored by measuring progress against 

the interim goals at regular intervals.  As with the state goals, LEA goals will be set based on 

their current achievement levels, and their progress will be monitored against their interim and 

long-term goals for ELA and mathematics academic achievement. 

 

B. Graduation Rate. 

i. Description.  Describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals and 

measurements of interim progress for improved four-year adjusted cohort graduation 

rates, including how the SEA established its State-determined timeline for attaining such 

goals.  

 

March 13, 2017 Revised Template Question 

A.4.iii.b.1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for 

all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the 

timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year 

length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) 

how the long-term goals are ambitious.  

The DDOE, with the input of its stakeholders, has established ambitious long-term goals with 

measurements of interim progress for all students and subgroups for the four-year adjusted 

cohort graduation rates and for extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates.  Based on 

stakeholder feedback, the DDOE will continue to calculate and report both five- and six-year 

adjusted cohort graduation rates.  Feedback from stakeholders encouraged long-term goals to 

be set for a length of more than five years.   

Ambitious long-term goals were developed to reduce the percentage of non-graduating 

students by 50% by 2030.  This is calculated by first identifying the 2014-2015 baseline 

cohort graduation rate by subgroup, subtracting that percentage from 100%, dividing the 

result by 50%, which represents the desired reduction in the percentage of non-graduating 

students, and adding that percentage to the baseline to identify the long-term goal.  For 

example: 

Subgroup:  All Students 

Step 1:  2014-2015 Graduation Rate = 84.3% 

Step 2:  100% - 84.3% = 15.7% 
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Step 3:  Reduction goal is 50% of 15.7% = 7.8%% 

Step 4:  Add reduction goal to baseline graduation rate to determine long-term goal 

(increase in graduation rate) for the All Students subgroup 84.3% + 7.8% = 92.1% 

Ambitious long-term goals were established for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate 

by reducing the amount of non-graduates by 50% through the year 2030.  From 2012 to 2016, 

the all student group has increased by 4.8%.  DDOEôs 2030 ambitious goal is to have 92.15% 

of all students graduating in four years.  This is a 7.9% increase over the 2016 baseline.  

Additionally, the four-year adjusted cohort rate goals are all above 90% for several student 

groups, including the All Students, African American, Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other 

Pacific Islander, and White populations. 

 

ii. Provide the baseline and long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate 

in the table below. 

 

Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate 

Subgroup 

Starting Point 

(2014-2015) 

Long-Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 84.3% 92.1% 

Economically disadvantaged 

students* 
73.7% 86.8% 

Children with disabilities*  63.7% 81.9% 

English learners 68.7% 84.3% 

African American  81.8% 90.6% 

American Indian or Alaska 

Native 
65.8% 82.9% 

Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other 

Pacific Islander 

93.7% ï Asian 

>95.0% ï Hawaiian 
>95.0% 

Hispanic or Latino 79.8% 90.0% 

White 87.0% 93.5% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 

 

iii.  If applicable, provide the baseline and long-term goals for each extended-year cohort 

graduation rate(s) and describe how the SEA established its ambitious long-term goals 

and measurements for such an extended-year rate or rates that are more rigorous as 

compared to the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress than the four-year 

adjusted cohort rate, including how the SEA established its State-determined timeline for 

attaining such goals.  

 

March 13, 2017 Revised Template Question 

A.4.iii.b.2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each extended-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate, including (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term 

goals, for which the term must be the same multiyear length of time for all students and 

for each subgroup of students in the State; (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious; 

and (iv) how the long-term goals are more rigorous than the long-term goal set for the 

four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.  
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The DDOE currently calculates and reports five-year and six-year adjusted cohort graduation 

rates.  Based on stakeholder feedback received to date, DDOE will continue to calculate and 

report both five- and six-year adjusted cohort graduation rates. 

Ambitious long-term goals for five- and six-year adjusted cohort graduation goals were set by 

reducing the amount of non-graduates by 50% through the year 2030.  From 2014-2016, the 

net change in graduation rate from year 4 to 5 was 1.4%, and the net change in graduation 

rate from year 5 to year 6 was .1%.  DDOEôs 2030 ambitious goal is to have 92.9% of all 

students graduating in five years and 93% graduating in six years.  

 

Five-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate 

Subgroup 
Starting Point 

(2013-2014) 

Long Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 85.8% 92.9% 

Economically disadvantaged 

students* 
79.9% 90.0% 

Children with disabilities*  67.6% 83.8% 

English learners 78.8% 89.4 % 

African American  82.2% 91.1 % 

American Indian or Alaska 

Native 
94.7% 97.4% 

Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other 

Pacific Islander 
94.0% 97.0% 

Hispanic or Latino 82.8% 91.4% 

White 88.1% 94.0% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 

 

Six-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate 

Subgroup 
Starting Point 

(2013-2014) 

Long Term Goal 

(2030) 

All students 84.4% 93.0% 

Economically disadvantaged 

students* 
77.8% 90.0% 

Children with disabilities*  64.1% 84.1% 

English learners 75.0% 89.4% 

African American 80.1% 91.2% 

American Indian or Alaska 

Native 
89.5% 97.4% 

Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other 

Pacific Islander 
92.2% 97.0% 

Hispanic or Latino 80.9% 91.4% 

White 87.3% 94.1% 

*These subgroups are referred to as low socioeconomic status (low SES) and students with disabilities (SWD) 

in the state language throughout this document. 
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March 13, 2017 Revised Template Questions 

A.4.iii.b.3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goals for the 

four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate in Appendix A.  

A.4.iii.b.4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress for the 

four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate take into account the improvement necessary to make significant progress 

in closing statewide graduation rate gaps.  

Long-term goals and measurements of interim progress for the four-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate were developed to support progress towards closing the statewide graduation 

rate gaps.  Extended five- and six-year adjusted cohort graduation rate goals and 

measurements of interim progress were also developed to recognize students that may have 

needed additional time to complete coursework towards a diploma, including those with 

individualized education plans (IEPs).  The long-term goals are higher for students with 

extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates, representing expectations for significant 

progress.  Based on the long term goals, the gap between the All Students subgroup and the 

Children with Disabilities has been decreased to 10.3% for the 4-year graduate rate and to 

8.9% for the 6-year graduate rate. 

 

C. English Language Proficiency 

i. Description.  Describe the Stateôs uniform procedure, applied consistently to all English 

learners in the State, to establish research-based student-level targets on which the goals 

and measurements of interim progress are based. The description must include:  

1. How the State considers a studentôs English language proficiency level at the 

time of identification and, if applicable, any other student characteristics that the 

State takes into account (i.e., time in language instruction programs, grade level, 

age, Native language proficiency level, or limited or interrupted formal 

education, if any).  

2. The applicable timelines over which English learners sharing particular 

characteristics would be expected to attain ELP within a State-determined 

maximum number of years and a rationale for that State-determined maximum.  

3. How the student-level targets expect all English learners to make annual progress 

toward attaining English language proficiency within the applicable timelines.  

March 13, 2017 Revised Template Questions 

4.iii.c. English Language Proficiency. 

1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for increases in the percentage of 

such students making progress in achieving English language proficiency, as 

measured by the statewide English language proficiency assessment including: (i) 

baseline data; (ii) the State-determined timeline for such students to achieve English 

language proficiency; and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious. 

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goal for 

increases in the percentage of English learners making progress in achieving English 

language proficiency in Appendix A 

Feedback from stakeholders participating in the Governorôs Advisory Committee, the English 

as a second language (ESL) Coordinator Group, and the Spanish-Language Community 
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Engagement sessions indicated that English language growth should be calculated from the 

studentôs proficiency level at the point of entry and differentiated by grade level or grade 

band.  As a result of this feedback, the DDOE structured English learner (EL) accountability 

measures so that they would account for individual differences among ELs.  These 

differences include entering proficiency level and entering grade-level scale score. 

The Governorôs Advisory Committee, ESSA Discussion Groups, and ESL Coordinators 

requested that both short- and long-term growth and attainment targets be based on sound 

research.  In response to this feedback, the DDOE is collaborating with researchers from 

World Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) and has held several technical 

assistance meetings with researchers and psychometricians from the Council of Chief State 

Officers, State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards ï English Learners 

(CCSSO, SCASS-EL).  

Starting with the 2016-2017 assessment cycle, the DDOE will define increases in the 

percentage of all current ELs making progress in English language proficiency (ELP) as ELs 

that meet the ELP cut scale score (SS) within the established timeframe consistent with a 

studentôs baseline PL (see Student-Level Interim Growth Targets Table below).  Thus, the 

state will consider a studentôs PL on the first annual ACCESS for ELs 2.0 assessment to 

determine the number of years that a student has to reach proficiency, then set targets for 

interim progress based on entering grade-level SS accordingly.  Under this model, students 

achieving a PL of 4.7 or higher on their initial ACCESS assessment (Year 1) have met their 

growth target.  The maximum number of years that students have to attain proficiency is six 

years.  This decision is a result of significant stakeholder input, including ESL coordinators, 

the Governorôs Advisory Committee, and on empirical research in language acquisition. 

Interim  ELP Growth Targets 

Each studentôs AT is the SS at a PL 4.7 at the grade level for the year that they are expected 

to reach attainment.  The number of years a student has to reach the AT varies from three to 

six years depending on the Year 1 baseline PL.  Each studentôs interim growth targets are 

calculated annually by subtracting their previous year SS from the attainment SS and dividing 

the difference by the remaining number of years required to reach attainment.  The table 

below illustrates the model. 
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This method allows for a variable growth trajectory depending on each studentôs progress 

over time while still requiring that the AT be reached within the required number of years.  

The annual reset allows the individual studentôs interim SS targets to reflect the amount of 

growth that the student has made in a year.  This yearly reset recognizes the nonlinear growth 

that students at varying proficiency levels make within a yearôs time.   

 

 

  

Notes: 

1. Attainment targets (AT) are highlighted in yellow. 

2. Students receiving a performance level (PL) of 4.7or higher on their initial ACCESS assessment (Year 1) are 

considered to have met their growth target. 

3. Students scoring below  4.7 on their Year 1 ACCESS assessment have between two to five years to reach 

attainment depending on their initial PL. 

4. Each student's attainment growth target is the scale score (SS) at a PL 4.7 at the grade level for the year that they are 

expected to reach attainment. 

5. Each student's interim growth targets are calculated annually by subtracting their previous year SS from the 

attainment SS and dividing the difference by the remaining number of years required to reach attainment 

6. This method allows for a variable trajectory depending on each student's progress over the years while still 

requiring that the AT be reached in the required number of years. 
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Student-level targets require that all students make appropriate progress based on individual 

student initial year ACCESS PL and grade-level SS.  All targets are ambitious while still 

taking into account language acquisition research and the learning differences within the EL 

population.  In order to set the expectation that all ELs make annual progress toward attaining 

ELP within the applicable timeline, DDOE will award points to the schools for students 

meeting the annual interim growth targets and on-time attainment of ELP.  Index scores for 

ELP growth will range from 0.00 to 1.10 with: 

Á 0.00 assigned to students who showed no growth; 

Á 0.01 to 0.99 assigned to students who have made growth toward the target; 

Á 1.00 to 1.10 assigned to students who have reached (1.00) or exceeded the target (1.01 to 

1.09), with a maximum bonus for exceeding the target by 10% or more (1.10). 

The following charts illustrate how the index scores for nonlinear annual growth targets and 

the on-time attainment of ELP will be calculated.  Chart 1 summarizes the accountability 

rules for the years up to and including the year the student should attain ELP.  A bonus of 

10% will be awarded to the EL studentôs score when ELP is achieved prior to the required 

year of attainment.  Chart 2 highlights the rules that apply if a student does not meet 

attainment within the designated timeframe. 

 

Chart  1 

Student-Level ELP Growth Index Score by Student Outcome  

(Rules for years up to and including the designated attainment year) 
     

 Student Outcome 

Year 

Non-participant 
No progress 

toward target 

Progress 
toward 

target but 
grade-level 
attainment 
target not 

met 

Grade-level 
attainment 
target met 
or exceed 

Before designated 
attainment year 

0.00 0.00 0.01 - 1.10* 
(CY SS - PY SS) 
/(IT SS - PY SS) 

1.10 

In designated attainment 
year 

0.00 0.00 0.01 - 0.99 
(CY SS - PY SS) 
/(AT SS - PY SS) 

1.00 - 1.10* 
(CY SS - PY SS) 
/(AT SS - PY SS) 
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Chart 2 

Student-Level ELP Growth Index Score by Student Outcome 

(Rules for years after the designated attainment year) 
    

 Student Outcome 

Year 
Non-participant 

Grade-level 
attainment target 

not met 

Grade-level 
attainment 
target met 

1 year late 0.00 0.00 0.75 

2 years late 0.00 0.00 0.50 

3+ years late 0.00 0.00 0.25 

    
PY SS - Previous Year Scale Score  

CY SS - Current Year Scale Score  

IT SS - Interim Target Scale Score  

AT SS - Grade-level Attainment Target Scale Score 

 *Index score of 1.10 is the maximum (10% credit for exceeding target by 10% or more) 
     

Note:    
1. The school-level indicator would be (sum of the student-level scores)/(the number of participants and non-participants) * 100.  The possible 
range of school scores is 0 to 110. 

 

ii. Describe how the SEA established ambitious State-designed long-term goals and 

measurements of interim progress for increases in the percentage of all English learners 

in the State making annual progress toward attaining English language proficiency based 

on 1.C.i. and provide the State-designed long-term goals and measurements of interim 

progress for English language proficiency.  

Long-Term State-Level Targets for ELP Growth 

DDOE has developed a new model for measuring English language proficiency growth 

that reflects the trajectory of language development for Delaware students based on 

historical trend data, and as a result has set ambitious targets for future performance 

expectations. Previous long-term AMAO I growth and AMAO II attainment percentages 

from 2010-2016 are reflected below.  

DELAWAREôS FORMER AMAO ACCOUNTABILTY MODEL 

Table 1. 

AMAO I Target (% making progress on 

ELP) 

+0.5 proficiency level annual increase 

AMAO II Target ( % proficient on ELP) 

+1.2/1.3 annual increase in attainment 

2010 Baseline Year: 60% 2010 Baseline Year: 17.5% 

2016 Year: 72% 2016 Year: 25% 

 

English language development.  By 2016, a fourth or 25% of English learners within an LEA 

were expected to attain English proficiency and exit the program. While both targets were 
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considered ambitious at the time, they did not accurately reflect the non-linear trajectory of the 

language acquisition process.  

This historical data formed the basis and rationale for Delaware stakeholderôs strong 

recommendations that new long-term goals be derived through an analysis of actual student 

growth and attainment data to set ambitious targets, which have been set at the 70th percentile 

of actual performance of all schools.  

Delaware English Language Development Standards and Assessment 

Delaware is a member of the WIDA Consortium.  In 2016, the WIDA Consortium undertook 

a standard setting study to align properly the English language development standards and 

assessment with college and career ready standards by resetting cut scores. As a result, English 

learner students must now demonstrate higher and stronger language skills to achieve the same 

proficiency level scores as in prior years. In Delaware, 2017 ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 scores 

demonstrate a 21% decrease in the number of EL students reaching the stateôs composite score 

of 5.0 or greater needed to exit the EL program at the time.  

WIDA has communicated a memo to the SEAs of all 39 states in the consortium advising them 

that neither the scale scores nor the proficiency levels are comparable from 2016 to 2017. An 

excerpt from that memo states:  

ñDo not use score comparisons from last year (2015-16) for growth analysis or high-stakes 

decision-making. Rather, consider this year (2016-17) a full reset and plan to resume analyses 

in the future using 2017 scores as a new baseline for growth. Neither the scale scores nor the 

proficiency levels are comparable from 2016 to 2017.ò  

Based upon the new standards set by WIDA, which will significantly affect the trajectory and 

the amount of time required for English learners to attain English proficiency, the long-term 

goals that DDOE has submitted are statistically appropriate.  In order for long-term goals to be 

established, trend data must be available for projections to be calculated for subsequent years. 

The 2017 ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 assessment results will be the first year the rescaled data will 

be available; therefore it is impossible to run valid models and projections from one yearôs data. 

However, an analysis of 2017 data based on the rescaled assessment is provided in the sections 

below.  

Delaware ACCESS Data ï Comparison between 1.0 (2015) and 2.0 (2017) 

Since per WIDA the 2016 ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 scores were not comparable to the previous 

scores on ACCESS 1.0 (2011 to 2015) nor were they comparable to the new 2017 ACCESS 

for ELLs 2.0 scores, DDOE analyzed the differences between the 2015 and 2017 score 

distributions by performance level (see Table 2 bar graph below).  There were increases in the 

percentage of students that scored at performance levels 1, 2 and 3 from 2015 to 2017.  The 

percentage of students scoring at level 4 remained relatively unchanged.  The most notable 

change was a dramatic decrease in the number of students scoring in levels 5/6 (26.5% in 2015 

and 5.4% in 2017).  In summary, significantly more students scored at lower performance 

levels in 2017.  Therefore, the Delaware data are consistent with the overall WIDA Consortium 

results and reflect ambitious long-term goals. 

https://www.wida.us/Assessment/ACCESS%202.0/documents/ACCESS_2017SoreChanges_SEAchecklist.pdf
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Table 2. 

 

Viewed another way, there was a significant shift in both the typical performance level 

(median) and the variability around that performance level (interquartile range or IQR).  The 

graph in Table 3 below displays the median performance level in 2015 and 2017 as well as the 

IQR around the medians.  The median for 2015 is on the low end of performance level 4 (4.1), 

whereas the median for the 2015 is in the mid-range of performance level 3 (3.5).  Once again, 

this illustrates the dramatic shift in the performance distribution with the new ACCESS for 

ELLs 2.0 toward lower performance.  As described earlier, DDOE believes this shift in 

performance will also reduce the percentage of students meeting their student-level growth 

targets, thus making the long-term goals highly ambitious.  

Table 3.  
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Setting of Baseline and Long-term Goals 

Since the original baseline and long-term goals were set using ACCESS 1.0 data, DDOE re-

examined the baselines using the 2017 ACCESS 2.0 data in order determine whether (1) the 

baselines should be reset, and (2) the long-term goals are ambitious.  Based on the analysis, 

the baseline was reset for percent meeting growth targets from 67.8% to 41.3% and the 

baseline was reset for the index from 91.1% to 67.9%.  The previously established long-term 

goals were retained since they represent ambitious goals relative to the reset baselines.  

DDOE still plans to revisit these initial baselines and long-term goals when two years of 

ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 data are available to determine whether the goals are still ambitious 

and achievable. DDOE will modify and republish the long-term goals based on those data as 

appropriate.  

Table 4. 

Subgroup/Measure 

Baseline 

(Data and Year) 

Long-Term Goal 

(Data and Year) 

ELs ï Percent of Students 

Meeting Growth Target 

Á 41.3% (2017) 

 

Statewide ELs will meet targets at: 

Á 77.1% (2030) 

 

ELs ï Index ï Average 

Percent of Growth Target 

Attained 

Á 67.9% (2017) 

 

Statewide ELs will meet targets at: 

Á 98.0% (2030) 
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Section 2: Consultation and Performance Management 

2.1 Consultation. 

 

Instructions:  Each SEA must engage in timely and meaningful consultation with stakeholders in 

developing its consolidated State plan, consistent with 34 C.F.R. §§ 299.13 (b) and 299.15 (a).  The 

stakeholders must include the following individuals and entities and reflect the geographic diversity of the 

State:  

¶ The Governor or appropriate officials from the Governorôs office;  

¶ Members of the State legislature;  

¶ Members of the State board of education, if applicable;  

¶ LEAs, including LEAs in rural areas;  

¶ Representatives of Indian tribes located in the State;  

¶ Teachers, principals, other school leaders, paraprofessionals, specialized instructional support 

personnel, and organizations representing such individuals;  

¶ Charter school leaders, if applicable;  

¶ Parents and families;  

¶ Community-based organizations;  

¶ Civil rights organizations, including those representing students with disabilities, English 

learners, and other historically underserved students;  

¶ Institutions of higher education (IHEs);  

¶ Employers;  

¶ Representatives of private school students;  

¶ Early childhood educators and leaders; and  

¶ The public.  

 

Each SEA must meet the requirements in 34 C.F.R. § 200.21(b)(1)-(3) to provide information that is: 

1. Be in an understandable and uniform format; 

2. Be, to the extent practicable, written in a language that parents can understand or, if it is not 

practicable to provide written translations to a parent with limited English proficiency, be orally 

translated for such parent; and 

3. Be, upon request by a parent who is an individual with a disability as defined by the Americans 

with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. 12102, provided in an alternative format accessible to that 

parent. 

 

A. Public Notice.  Provide evidence that the SEA met the public notice requirements, under 34 

C.F.R. § 299.13(b), relating to the SEAôs processes and procedures for developing and adopting 

its consolidated State plan.   

In July 2016, the DDOE began sharing stakeholder engagement and plan development 

information publicly with education stakeholders including district superintendents, charter 

school leaders, Governorôs office staff, and the State Board of Education.  

On August 30, 2016, the DDOE in partnership with the Governorôs office first publicly 

announced opportunities for stakeholder feedback to inform the state plan.  Opportunities for 

stakeholders to provide feedback included community conversations and online surveys.  See 

press release here.  

The DDOE made an additional public announcement on September 7, 2016, that included the 

ESSA webpage on the DDOE website (http://www.doe.k12.de.us/ESSA) and a DDOE email 

https://goo.gl/7Dviv7
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/ESSA


21 

address (ESSAStatePlan@doe.k12.de.us) to collect questions and feedback.  The DDOEôs ESSA 

website provided a timeline for stakeholder engagement activities, plan development, and 

implementation.  See press release here.  

On October 31, 2016, the first draft of the state plan was posted on the ESSA website for public 

comment.  On November 1, 2016, a press release announced several opportunities for 

stakeholders to share feedback and ideas for the state plan.  See press release here. 

The second draft of the state plan was posted on the ESSA website for public comment on 

January 9, 2017.  Public comment period was announced on January 10, 2017.  See press release 

here.   

The final draft of the state plan was posted on the ESSA website for public comment on February 

28, 2017. Public comment period was also announced on February 28, 2017.  

 

B. Outreach and Input.  For the components of the consolidated State plan including Challenging 

Academic Assessments; Accountability, Support, and Improvement for Schools; Supporting 

Excellent Educators; and Supporting All Students, describe how the SEA: 

i. Conducted outreach to and solicited input from the individuals and entities listed above, 

consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 299.13(b), during the design and development of the SEAôs 

plans to implement the programs that the SEA has indicated it will include in its 

consolidated State plan; and following the completion of its initial consolidated State plan 

by making the plan available for public comment for a period of not less than 30 days 

prior to submitting the consolidated State plan to the Department for review and 

approval. 

 

The DDOE considers education stakeholders to be a vital component in drafting and 

implementing the state plan.  The DDOE carried out stakeholder consultation in multiple 

ways: 

mailto:ESSAStatePlan@doe.k12.de.us
https://goo.gl/6BqrnZ
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&DomainID=4&ModuleInstanceID=20&ViewID=047E6BE3-6D87-4130-8424-D8E4E9ED6C2A&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=18993&PageID=1&GroupByField=DisplayDate&GroupYear=2016&GroupMonth=11&Tag=
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/site/default.aspx?PageType=3&DomainID=4&ModuleInstanceID=20&ViewID=047E6BE3-6D87-4130-8424-D8E4E9ED6C2A&RenderLoc=0&FlexDataID=19296&PageID=1
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Á Following the December 2015 reauthorization of ESEA, the DDOE created an internal 

working group of more than 50 staff members to review and understand the transition 

from ESEA Flexibility Waiver to ESSA.  The group, which was comprised of members 

of all DDOE branches and federal program managers, met regularly to review new 

regulations and guidance, incorporate stakeholder feedback into plan sections, and 

provide recommendations to the state Secretary of Education.  

Á The DDOE scheduled time at more than 25 existing stakeholder group meetings 

throughout the state with more than 800 participants to provide an overview of ESSA, 

share the state plan development timeline, and seek feedback on key questions. 

È Examples of stakeholder groups include the Delaware State Education Association 

(DSEA), Delaware School Boards Association, Parent Teacher Association (PTA), 

the Delaware P-20 Council, Delaware Head Start Association, district 

superintendents, and charter school leaders.  

Á The DDOE held two rounds of Community Conversations throughout the state.  The 

focus of the first round was to gather feedback to inform the state plan.  Throughout the 

state 107 community members participated in four conversations.  The second round 

focused on collecting feedback on the first draft of the state plan, specifically relating to 

Targeted and Comprehensive Support and Improvement.  Participants included 68 

community members in five conversations held throughout the state. 

Á The DDOE held two Spanish Language Community Conversations in December 2016, 

where almost 40 participants provided their feedback about state plan supports for EL 

students and families.  

Á Through Executive Order 62, the Governor created an ESSA Advisory Committee.  This 

committee brought together a representative group of education leaders and advocates 

who are required to be a part of the consultation process to provide feedback and make 

recommendations for the state plan.  Members of the Committee: 

È Matthew Burrows (chair) ï Superintendent, Appoquinimink School District  

È Teri Quinn Gray ï President of the State Board of Education  

È Deborah Stevens ï Delaware State Education Association, Director of Instructional 

Advocacy 

È Kendall Massett ï Executive Director, Delaware Charter School Network 

È Eileen DeGregoris ï President, Delaware English Language Learners Teachers and 

Advocates; Educator and ESL Coordinator for Smyrna School District 

È Tammy Croce ï Executive Director, Delaware Association of School Administrators  

È Ronda Swenson ï President, Lake Forest School Board of Education 

È Tony Allen ï Chair, Wilmington Education Improvement Commission  

È Maria Matos ï Executive Director and CEO, Latin American Community Center 

È Madeleine Bayard ï Co-Chair, Early Childhood Council  

È Representative Kim Williams ï Vice-Chair, House Education Committee 

È Senator David Sokola ï Chair, Senate Education Committee 

È Leolga Wright ï Board Member, Indian River School District; Nanticoke Indian 

Association 

È Kim Joyce ï Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, Delaware Technical and 

Community College 
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È Rod Ward ï President and CEO, Corporation Service Company 

È Patrick Callihan ï Executive Director, Administrative and Development, Tech 

Impact 

È Stephanie DeWitt ï Elementary school educator; Special Education Coordinator, 

Cape Henlopen School District 

È LaShanda Wooten ï Educator at Shortlidge Elementary School, Red Clay 

Consolidated School District 

È Janine Clarke ï Paraprofessional, Red Clay Consolidated School District; Child 

Advocate 

È Wendee Bull ï Educator at Georgetown Middle School, Indian River School District; 

Groves Adult Education Instructor 

È Genesis Johnson ï Parent representative from Wilmington 

È Nancy Labanda ï Parent representative from New Castle County  

È Catherine Hunt ï Parent representative from Kent County  

È Nelia Dolan ï Parent representative from Sussex County 

È Alex Paolano ï Educator at Howard High School; 2016-2017 Howard High School 

Teacher of the Year 

È Susan Bunting ï Superintendent, Indian River School District (became Delawareôs 

Secretary of Education in January 2017) 

È Laurisa Schutt ï Executive Director, Teach for America; Board Member, Leading 

Youth Through Empowerment 

È Cheryl Carey ï Counselor, Philip C. Showell Elementary, Indian River; 2015-2016 

Delaware Counselor of the Year 

È Margie Lopez-Waite ï Founder, Head of School, Las Americas ASPIRA Academy, 

dual-language school 

È Atnre Alleyne ï Founder, TeenSHARP; parent representative, Board of St. Michaelôs 

School & Nursery 

Á The DDOE established two discussion groups (technical working groups) for extended 

stakeholder engagement.  The first group focused discussions on technical topics related 

to measures of school success and public reporting.  The second group focused 

discussions on provisions for student and school supports.  Each group was comprised of 

27 nominated members, representing various stakeholder groups across all counties in the 

state.  The measures of school support and reporting group met seven times, and the 

student and school supports group met six times over the course of four months. 

Á The DDOE established an ESSA state plan email account to share information and 

collect feedback. 

Á Prior to drafting the plan, stakeholder consultation surveys were made available on the 

ESSA website, each addressing one of four topic areas of the plan: Support for All 

Students, Supporting Excellent Educators, School Support and Improvement, and 

Measures of School Success and Public Reporting.  A wide range of stakeholders 

completed more than 400 surveys. 

Á Following the release of the first draft, three additional surveys were made available on 

the ESSA website to address the following topics: School Support and Improvement, 
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Measures of School Success and Public Reporting, Long-Term Goals, and Measures of 

Interim Progress.  More than 180 surveys were completed.  

Á Following the release of the second draft, an online survey was made available on the 

ESSA website to collect feedback on areas of strength and weakness within the plan.  

More than 65 surveys were completed. 

 

ii. Took into account the input obtained through consultation and public comment.  The 

response must include both how the SEA addressed the concerns and issues raised 

through consultation and public comment and any changes the SEA made as a result of 

consultation and public comment for all components of the consolidated State plan.  

The DDOE is committed to providing opportunities for stakeholders to have a meaningful 

voice in education policy.  Stakeholder feedback was fundamental in the work done to 

develop the strategies captured within this plan.  As shown in section 2.1.B.i, stakeholders 

were engaged in a variety of ways to gather their input, to inform the plan drafts, and to 

ensure their feedback was incorporated into those drafts. 

Summaries of stakeholder feedback from surveys, community conversations, discussion 

groups, consultation meetings, ESSAStatePlan@doe.k12.de.us emails, and the Governorôs 

Advisory Committee are posted on our website: http://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3019.  

References to stakeholder feedback are included throughout this plan.  

Some themes did emerge from the feedback.  For example, the following sections reference 

DDOE decisions related to student growth measures, which were based on stakeholder 

feedback: 

 

 

  

http://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib09/DE01922744/Centricity/domain/425/essa%20feedback%20documents/Feeback%20table%20for%20website.pdf
mailto:ESSAStatePlan@doe.k12.de.us
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3019


























https://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib/DE01922744/Centricity/Domain/468/DSSF_Tech-Manual_3_19_19.pdf
https://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib/DE01922744/Centricity/Domain/468/DSSF_Tech-Manual_3_19_19.pdf
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http://delcode.delaware.gov/title14/c005/index.shtml
http://delcode.delaware.gov/title14/c005/index.shtml
























http://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib09/DE01922744/Centricity/Domain/390/Delaware%20Excellent%20Educators%20for%20All%20Plan%20Body.pdf


http://delcode.delaware.gov/title14/c012/sc02/index.shtml
http://delcode.delaware.gov/title14/c012/sc02/index.shtml
http://regulations.delaware.gov/AdminCode/title14/1500/index.shtml#TopOfPage


http://regulations.delaware.gov/AdminCode/title14/1500/index.shtml#TopOfPage
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/domain/398


http://regulations.delaware.gov/AdminCode/title14/1500/1503.shtml#TopOfPage


http://delcode.delaware.gov/title14/c012/sc07/index.shtml


http://www.joindelawareschools.org/




http://regulations.delaware.gov/AdminCode/title14/1500/1598.shtml












http://delcode.delaware.gov/title14/c012/sc02/index.shtml


http://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/2520
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/domain/186
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/2520
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/2520
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/2520
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http://www.greatstartsdelaware.com/resources/EarlyChildhoodStratPlan.pdf
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